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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
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Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

In the section "Related application data", the blanks in lines 9 and 11 should filled 
in with the proper application serial no. and filing date, respectively. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 6 and 8 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

As per claim 6 . "in to" should be changed to -into-. 
As per claim 8 . "in to" should be changed to -into-. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application 
by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2). and (4) of section 371(c) of this 
title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

3. Claims 1-2. 6-8. 10.13.15-17.19.22.24-26.28.31.and 33 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Shimamoto et al (US patent application 
publication 2001/0037192). 
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As per claims 1 and 2 . Sliimamoto et al. teacli determining a language for a user 
(identifies the preferred language, para [0071]), comprising: 

a computer (inter-computer communications, para [0002]); 

a directory entry for the user, the directory entry stored in the computer (preferred 
language of the user registered in the table, para [0071]) and including identity 
information for the user (user's preferred language, para [0071]); 

location information for a location from which the computer can be accessed 
(user's country or domain, para [0072]); and 

means for identifying the language for the user based on at least one of the 
directory entry and the location information (user's country or domain on the basis of the 
user's IP address, para [0072]). 

As per claims 6. 15 and 24 . Shimamoto et al. teach determining a language for a 
user (identifies the prefen-ed language, para [0071]), comprising: 

logging the user into a computer with login information (user logs in, para [0071]); 

identifying the languages based on at least one of a directory entry for the user 
and a location of the user, using the login information (automatically identifies the 
preferred language for the user registered in the user table when the user logs in, para 
[0071]). 
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As per claims 7. 16. and 25 . Shimamoto et al. teach where identifying the 
language includes determining the language from an identity information stored in the 
directory entry for the user (user's preferred language registered in the language table, 
para [0071]). 

As per claims 8. 17. and 26 . Shimamoto^t al. teach wherein logging the user into 
a computer (user logs in, para [0071]) includes: 

accessing the directory entry for the user from the computer (web server 1 
detemiines the user's preferred language using these tables 100 and 110, para [0062]); 
and 

locating the identity information in the directory entry (language code from user 
table, figure 2, element 100). 

As oer claims 10. 19. and 28 . Shimamoto et al. teach where identifying the 
language includes: 

determing the location of the user (server identifies the user's country or domain 
on the basis of the user's IP address, para [0072]); and 

identifying a default language for the location of the user as the language 
(automatically selects the language of that country or domain, para [0072]). 



As per claims 13. 22. and 31 . Shimamoto et al. teach using the language to 
display content to the user (contents of the service, para [0010]). 
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As per claim 33 . Shimamoto et al. teach an apparatus for determining a language 
for a user (identifies the preferred language, para [0071] ), comprising: 

a computer (inter-computer communications, para [0002]); 

a directory entry for the user (user table, figure 2, element 1 00), the directory 
entry stored in the computer and including identity information for the user (language 
code, figure 2, that indicates language); 

location information for a location from which the computer can be accessed 
(server identifies the user's country or domain on the basis of the user's IP address, 
para [0072]); and 

a selector for selecting the language for the user based on at least one of the 
directory entry and the location information (automatically selecting one from a multitude 
of methods for choosing a language, ie user login information or location information, 
para [0072]). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identicaiiy disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this titie, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. Claims 3-4.9.18. and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shimamoto et al. as applied to claim 1.7.16. and 25 respectively, 
above, and further in view of Gordon et al. (US patent 6,243,717). 

As per claims 3 and 4 . Shimamoto et al .do not teach inheriting a language. 
However, Gordon et al teach this (are implicitly associated with a default language, col 
12, lines 20-24). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of invention to have Shimamoto et al allow the user to inherit a 
language if he did not specify one so that the user does not have to worry about this— 
he can just worry about viewing his content in a fast manner. 

Further, neither Shimamoto et al. nor Gordon et al. teach inheriting a language 
from a container of the directory entry. However, the examiner takes Official Notice that 
it is old and well-known in Client-Server programming to use 00 programming using 
Java or C++, high-level languages that both have container classes. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to use 
00 programming in the Shimamoto et al. and Gordon et al. system so that debugging 
would be easier. 

Finally, Shimamoto et al. and Gordon et al. do not teach a directory entry 
inheriting the default language from a container. However, it is old and well known that 
when a new object is instantiated in 00 programming, default settings are incorporated 
within a newly created object so that the programmer does not have to write code 
assigning values to each variable. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention for the user table of Shiamoto et al. and 
Gordon et al. inherit the default language of the container from which it was instantiated 
so that the programmer would not have to write code assigning the default language to 
each entry in the user database, thus making the program easier to maintain and 
debug. 

As per claims 9. 18. and 27 . Shimamoto et al. do not teach where determining 
the language includes determining that no language is specified in the identity 
Information in the directory entry. Gordon et al, however teach this (user Ids of those 
users who do not specify a language are implicitly associated with the default language, 
col 12, lines 20-24). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time invention to have Shimamoto et al's system detect whether a user 
has specified a language so that, in the case where he has not, provisions can be made 
to assign a language. 

Further, Shimamoto et al .do not teach inheriting a language. However, Gordon 
et al teach this (are implicitly associated with a default language, col 12, lines 20-24). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of invention to have Shimamoto et al allow the user to inherit a language if he did not 
specify one so that the user does not have to worry about this— he can just worry about 
viewing his content in a fast manner. 

Finally, Shimamoto et al. do not teach inheriting a language from a container of the 
directory entry. However, the examiner takes Official Notice that it is old and well-known 
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in Client-Server programming to use 00 programming. Furtlier, it is old and well known 
that when a new object is instantiated in 00 programming, default settings are 
incorporated within this newly created object so that the programmer does not have to 
write code assigning values to each variable. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have the Shiamoto et al. 's 
user table be instantiated with a default value of the language in the case where the 
logged in user did not specify a language so that the user would only have to worry 
about viewing his content, not setting the settings so that a specific language appears. 

5. Claims 5.11 .20. and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shimamoto et al. as applied to claims 1.6. 15. and 24 respectively, 
above, and further in view of Lakritz (US patent 6,623,529). 

As per claim 5 . Shimamoto et al. do not teach a ranker for ranking a plurality of 
languages. Lakritz, however, teaches this (Egypt^{Arabic, French, English, Berber}, col 
5, lines 66). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of invention to include in Shimamoto et al.'s language determiner a ranker, 
as taught by Lakritz, so that if the user is from an area where people speak more than 
one language, the language that is most commonly spoken is selected, thus saving 
time. 

Further, Shimamoto et al. do not teach a selector for selecting one of the plurality 
of languages with the highest rank. Lakritz, however, teaches this (a visitor from Egypt 
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will be presented with a requested document in Arabic if it is available. If it is not, the 
system will look for one In French, and so on, col 5, lines 65-67 and col 6, lines 1-2, 
implies a selector). Therefore, It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill In 
the art at the time of invention to have the language selector of Shimamoto et al. have 
the selector taught by Lakritz so that the language determined to be the most commonly 
encountered could actually be selected and presented to the user. 

As per claims 1 1 . 20. and 29 . Shimamoto et al. teach where identifying the 
language includes: 

detemiining a first language from the directory entry for the user (user's preferred 
language registered in the language table, para [0072]); 

determining a second language bases on the location of the user (automatically 
selects the language of that country or domain, para [0072]); 

Shimamoto et al. do not teach ranking the first and second languages. Lakritz, 
however, teaches ranking of languages (Egypt^ {Arabic, French, English, Berber}). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of invention to rank the two type of languages in Shimamoto et al. system in the same 
way as done by Lakritz so that the user have a flexible way of choosing what language 
she wants to use. 

Further, Shimamoto et al. do not teach selecting as the language a highest 
ranked language. Lakritz, however, teach this (visitor from Egypt will be presented with 
a requested document in Arabic, if available; if it is not, system look for it in French, and 
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so on, col 5, lines 66-67 and col 6, lines 1-2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have Shimamoto et al. 
system have the selector taught by Lakritz so that the user view a document in the most 
relevant language to him. 

6. Claims 12.21. and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shimamoto et al. and Lakritz as applied to claims 1 1 .20. and 29 respectively 
above, and further in view of Turner et al. (US patent 6,633,742). 

As per claims 12. 21. and 30 . neither Shimamoto et al. nor Lakritz teach 
determining a third language from a browser. Turner et al, however, teach this (system 
presents a dialog box with language options, col 21 , lines 29-30). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
enable the user in Shimamto et al and Lakritz's system be able to determine a third 
language in the manner taught by Turner et al. so that if a language is not associated 
with a user ID, and a firewall prevents the IP address of the user being read by the 
computer, the user can manually select a language using the web browser settings. 

Further, Shimamoto et al. do not teach ranking that includes ranking the first, 
second, and third languages. Lakritz, however, teaches this (Egypt^{Arabic, French, 
English, Berber}, col 5, lines 66-67). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to enable the user in Shimamoto 
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et al.'s system be able to rank the language designated by User ID, Location, or Web 
browser settings so to provide greater flexibility to the user using the system. 

7. Claims 14.23. and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shimamoto et al. as applied to claims 13.22. and 31 respectively, above. 

As per claims 14. 23. and 32 . Shimamoto et al. teach wherein using the language 
includes sending the user's IP address in a packet header from the computer to content 
provider (para [0072]). Shimamoto et al. do not teach sending the language In a packet 
header form the computer to a content provider. However, the examiner takes Official 
Notice that an artisan could put the language desired by the user, instead of the IP 
address of the user, in the header file to indicate the preferred language. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of Invention 
to have Shimamoto et al include in their header file the language desired by the user so 
that the code used to determine the default language of a user bases on IP address can 
be reduced— the language is instantly disclosed after reading the header file. 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to the 
applicant's disclosure. 

Levkoff et al. (2002/0129001) teach a user logging in and deciding whether to 
use user preferences, a default setting, or a user preference for just that session. 
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Resnick et al (2002/0198971) teach a using a default language or next closest 
available language. 

Ingram et al. (2002/0069081) teach initial logging in and choosing language 
based upon country affiliation. 

Nosohara et al. (6,571 ,241) teach choosing a language based on User ID. 

Shaffer et al. (6,240,170) teach a language hierarchy for a registered user. 

Donohue et al. (2002/0174196) teach detennining the user's locale and currency 
preference. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Mr. Matthew 
Kern, whose telephone number is (571) 272-7606 or fax number (571) 273-7606. The 
examiner can normally be reached Mondays-Fridays from 9:30 am to 6 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. Dr. Talivaldis Smits, can be reached at (571) 272-7628. The facsimile phone 
number for this Technology Center is (571) 273-8300. 

Any inquiry of a general nature of relating to the status of this application should 
be directed to the Technology Center 2600 receptionist, whose telephone number is 
(571)272-2600. 



MCK 



7/6/05 




